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A bstract 

Problem Statement: The studies investigating bullying behaviours 
exhibited by students toward teachers are limited in number. Since 
teachers are perceived as powerful adults compared to the teenagers and 
are responsible for managing the classroom, it is commonly thought that 
they cannot be considered the victims of students. Such thoughts may 
have put limitations on research studies examining this matter. It is 
known that student-teacher interactions have effects on school climate and 
are extremely important in terms of carrying out anti-bullying programs. 
For this reason, it was thought that collecting more detailed data about 
bullying behaviours exhibited by students toward teachers can provide 
useful information for prevention efforts. 

Purpose of the Study: The purpose of this research is to determine the 
existence and characteristics of students' bullying toward teachers in 
Turkey according to the gender of teachers and to draw the attention of 
those preparing anti-bullying programs and of teacher trainers to the 
subject. 

Methods: Participants of the study were volunteer teachers (n=540) 
serving at the Osmangazi district of Bursa city. A questionnaire was used 
to determine behaviours related to bullying exhibited by students toward 
teachers according to teacher perceptions. The obtained data were 
analyzed by using frequencies, percentages, and chi squaretests. 

Results: The comparisons showed that there were no significant 
differences among bullied and non-bullied participant teachers in terms of 
gender. On the other hand, male teachers experienced more physical 
bullying and female teachers experienced more verbal bullying and 
gossiping. It was determined that there are significant differences among 
female and male teachers in terms of the gender of the students and in 
terms of some locations. 
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Conclusions and Recommendations: The findings showed that the gender 
of the teachers and students are important in terms of bullying behaviours 
exhibited by students toward teachers. Therefore, it should betaken into 
consideration if bullying is included in the content of whole school anti¬ 
bullying programs, pre-service, and in-service teacher training programs. 

In this context, it is believed that future research investigating the 
differences between bullied and non-bullied teachers, the characteristics of 
bully students, the variables such as school size, class size, and the effects 
of students' bullying toward teachers on school climate and teacher 
performance will contribute to the improvement of teacher education 
programs and anti-bullying programs. 

Keywords: Bullying, students, teachers, teacher education, gender 

Although it is defined in different ways, bullying is no longer a vague concept; 
instead it is one of the most frequently identified behaviours. Bullying has been 
defined by many researchers (Conn, 2004; Greene, 2006; Monks & Smith, 2006; 
Olweus, 2003; Smith, Cowie, Olafsson & Liefooghe, 2002) as behaviours that are 
intentionally and repeatedly exhibited by a bully person or a bully group in order to 
hurt, upset, and produce stress in the victim, who is usually less powerful than the 
bully. 

Bullying is included in the category of aggressiveness and it appears to be a 
behavior that an individual may encounter at early ages (while playing with others), 
during adolescence (either while at school or within the peer group), or even during 
adulthood (while at work). The increase in the incidence of bullying behaviours 
among students in recent years (Cinkir & Kepenekgi, 2003; Hymel, Rocke-Henderson 
& Bonanno, 2005; Kartal, 2008; Pekel, 2004; Kepenekgi & Cinkir 2006; Pi^rin, 2003) 
drew the attention of the researchers. 

Bullying is not just an event that was observed among the students. While not 
attracting as much attention as peer bullying, there are studies dealing with bullying 
behaviours exhibited by teachers toward students (Champell et al., 2004; Twemlow, 
Fonagey, Sacco & Brethour, 2006), by school administrators or colleagues toward 
teachers (Cemalo§u, 2007; Conn, 2004; Mullet, 2006), and by students toward 
teachers (Benefield, 2001; De Wet & Jacobs 2006; De Wet, 2010; James, Lawlor, 
Courtney, Flynn, Flenry & Murphy, 2008; Pervin & Turner, 1998; Terry, 1998). 
Despite being a long-known problem, student bullying toward teachers is a subject 
upon which little research has been carried out (DeWet, 2010, Yaman, 2011). 

De Wet (2010) named students' bullying behaviours toward teachers as "educator 
targeted bullying" and defined it as an aggression directed against teachers, who are 
meant to be sources of learners' social, cognitive, and emotional well-being and 
safety. The persistent and vigorous abuse of teachers, ignoring teachers, swearing at 
or mocking teachers, gossiping about teachers, and damaging teachers' belongings 
can be included in the definition of students bullying toward teachers (Pervin & 
Turner, 1998). Some researchers also stress the importance of power imbalance 
between bully (learner) and victim (DeWet, 2010; Benefield, 2004). Si nee teachers are 
perceived as adults who are more powerful than the teenagers and are responsible 
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for managing the classroom, it is commonly thought that they cannot be considered 
as the victims of students. Nation, Vieno, Perkins, and Santinello (2007) reported that 
knowledge of the dynamics of power difference is limited. According to the 
explanation given by the researchers, most of the research focuses on assertion of 
power by bullies, but a pattern of abdicated power may also contribute to the 
victimization (Nation et al„ 2007). In fact, power is not a stable characteristic; it varies 
across relationships and situations. 

Research that indicates the existence of students bullying toward teachers began 
to appear at the end of the 1990s. In two studies made in Britain (Pervin & Turner; 
1998; Terry, 1998), teachers were asked to evaluate bullying behaviours exhibited by 
students. In the studies by Pervin and Turner (1998), 91% of the 84 participating 
teachers and by Terry (1998), 56.4% of the 101 teachers stated that they had been 
exposed to bullying by their students. According to research carried out in New 
Zealand (Benefield, 2004), 28% of the 587 teachers and another research in South 
Africa (De Wet & Jacobs, 2006), 79.7% of the 544 teachers claimed to have been 
exposed to bullying by their students. More recently in America, bullying toward 
teachers was examined from the viewpoint of students (James et al„ 2008). At the 
first stage of the research, 28.2% of the 2300 students and at the second stage of the 
research 16.3% of the 919 students stated that they had bullied their teachers. 

Additionally, in a qualitative research, De Wet (2010) concluded that students 

bullying toward teachers can have effects on teachers' personal lives, the teaching¬ 
learning process, and teachers' relationships with other individuals in society. 
Similarly, in other studies (Benefield, 2004; De Wet & Jacobs, 2006; Pervin & Turner, 
1998; Terry, 1998) it is stated that exposure to bullying may affect teachers' morale, 
performance and learning. 

So far this year, few studies conducted in Turkey that directly aim to investigate 
bullying by students toward teachers are available. The Turkish Education Union 
(Turk Egtim-Sen, 2009) conducted a study that aimed to determine the extent of 
violence in schools throughout Turkey from the teachers' (n= 1010) perspectives. 
According to the results of this study, 23% of the participated teachers reported 
having been exposed to violent behaviours exhibited by their students. Additionally, 
65.1% of the victimized teachers reported having been exposed to verbal violence, 
16.9% reported psychological violence, 14.4% reported physical violence, and 3.6% 
reported sexual violence. If bullying is considered as a form of violence, it is likely 
that these results revealed some examples of behaviours included in the definition of 
bullying but the amount was not clear. 

Only one recently conducted qualitative study (Yaman & Kocabagocju, 2011) in 
Turkey that directly aims to investigate students bullying toward teachers is 
available. The study was carried out by means of interviews with eleven teachers. 
The participating teachers stated that an average of 2-3 students per class bullied 
them, they were subjected mostly to verbal bullying, and both their physical and 
psychological well-being was adversely affected (Yaman & Kocabagocju, 2011). 

It is obvious that neither the victimized teachers nor their colleagues, who are 
observers, should be expected to perform their duties while being exposed to these 
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negative experiences at school. Additionally, it is known that student-teacher 
interactions have effects on school climate and are extremely important in terms of 
carrying out anti-bullying programs (James et al., 2008; Kartal & Bilgin, 2009; 
Olweus, 2005; Runions, 2008,). James et al. (2008) and De Wet (2006) stated that 
findings revealing the presence of students' bullying toward teachers are important 
in terms of bullying prevention policies and bullying prevention programs must 
include a section related to students' bullying toward teachers. However, no specific 
section on students' bullying toward teachers has been encountered within programs 
developed to prevent bullying in schools (Ayas, 2008; Dolek, 2002; Garrity et al. 2000; 
Kartal, 2007; Olweus, 2005; Stevens, Bourdeaudhuij & Van Oost, 2000). 

To prevent bullying at school, it is not enough just to examine bullying among 
students and expect teachers to take measures. Greene (2006) asserted that bullying 
both influences and is influenced by the culture between students, teachers, school 
administrators, other school personnel and parents. For this reason, it is considered 
that a collection of more detailed data related to students' bullying toward teachers 
can contribute to the development of effective strategies which may be used by 
teachers for combating bullying, to increase the awareness of a need to include 
students' bullying toward teachers in anti-bullying programs, and to the efforts to 
prevent bullying in schools in Turkey. In this context, the purpose of this research is 
to determine the existence and characteristics of students bullying toward teachers in 
Turkey according to the gender of teachers and to draw the attention of those 
preparing anti-bullying programs and of teacher trainers to the subject. To carry out 
thisaim, answers were sought to the following research questions: 

1. Is there a difference between bullied and non-bullied teachers in terms of 
their gender? 

2. What are the types and places of bullying, the grades and gender of bully 
students, and the characteristics of the bullied teachers? 

3. Is there a difference in the types and places of bullying, the grades, and 
gender of bully students according to gender of the bullied teachers? 


Method 


Participants 

Participants of the present study were volunteer teachers serving in the 6 th , 7 th 
and 8 th grades of primary schoolsand high schools at the Osmangazi district of Bursa 
city. The researcher thought that the teachers might have refrained from answering 
questions regarding bullying and the administrators might have felt uncomfortable 
in aiding research on bullying at schools. The District Directorate for National 
Education organized some activities for teachers through the cooperation of the 
Education Faculty of UludagUniversity during the 2007-2008 academic year. In this 
respect, the participant teachers were reached outside the schools at the time of those 
activities such as seminars, panels, and conferences. Among the teachers 
participating in those activities, 540 teachers volunteered for a study on bullying at 
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schools. Table 1 displays the distribution of volunteer teachers according to gender 
and the educational level they work. 

Table 1 




Distribution of the Teachers According to Gender and the Educational Level They 
Work. 

Gender 

Female 

Male 

Total 

Educational level 

n 

n 

n 

High School 

105 

171 

276 

Primary Education (6 th , 7 th , and £ 
grades) 

164 

100 

264 

Total 

269 

271 

540 


The respondents were essentially volunteers and not a random sample. For this 
reason, it is difficult to generalize findings to other populations and impossible to 
establish causality from these data. Consequently, teachers were much more 
sensitive about the identification of their names and their schools because they were 
concerned that victimization may diminish their credibility as a teacher. Therefore, it 
was difficult for the researcher to increase the number of the volunteer teachers. 

Instrument 

A questionnaire was used to determine behaviours related to bullying exhibited 
by students toward teachers according to teacher perceptions. The questionnaire was 
developed in light of a literature review on bullying. The questions were proofread 
by five teachers from different schools and by two academicians from education 
faculty. It was composed of two parts. The first part included instructions for filling 
the questionnaire, definitions, and some examples of bullying and questions about 
variables such as gender and education level in which teachers work. The second 
part included questions about students' bullying toward teachers. The Kuder- 
Richardson-20 reliability coefficient was found as .74 for the second part of the 
instrument. The questionnaire consisted of multiple-choice and yes/ no type 
questions. The multiple-choice questions were designed so that participants were 
ableto mark morethan one answer. Because bullying is secretive by nature (Crothers 
Si Levinson, 2004; Debarbieux, 2003; Frey, 2005; Runions, 2008), is affected by 
cultural differences (Boulton, Bucci Si Flawker, 1999; Smith, Cowie, Olafsson Si 
Liefooghe, 2002), and is better to support by qualitative data (Mishna, 2004), an 
'other' alternative coupled with a blank space was included for each question so that 
teachers could write in their own choices or thoughts. Although it is the most 
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commonly used method for assessing bullying (Sawyer, Bradshaw & O'Brennan, 

2008), the reliance on a self-report measure isa limitation of the present study. 

Procedure and A nalyses 

Prior to the administration of the questionnaire, an explanation was made by the 
researcher about the subject of the study, the aim of it, and the confidentiality of the 
data. Afterwards, the definition and examples of the bullying at the questionnaire 
were read loudly to the participants by the researcher. A quite general definition of 
bullying was used. However, it would have been thought to affect the responses of 
teachers, "power imbalance" was not specified but "repetition and intentionality" 
werespecified in thedefinition of bullying. Notimelimitation was put to answer the 
questionnaire, and no personal information such as names, surnames, school names, 
etc. was asked from the participants. The obtained data were analyzed by using 
frequencies, percentages, and chi square tests. 


Results 

The first question in the second part of the questionnaire was to "Have you come 

across any bullying behaviours exhibited by your students toward you while serving 
as a teacher?" The distribution of the bullied and non-bullied participant teachers are 
summarized in Table 2. Among the 540 teachers participated to this study, 221 
teachers (40.9%) stated that they had been exposed to bullying by their students. Of 
these teachers, 20.2% were female and 20.7% were male teachers. Chi square analysis 
showed that there were no significant differences among bullied and non-bullied 
participant teachers in terms of gender. 


Table 2 

The Distribution of the Bullied and Non-Bullied Teachers According to Gender 


Gender 

Female 

Male 

Total 

Gender comparisons 


f 

% 

f 

% 

f 

% 


Bullied 

109 

20.2 

112 

20.7 

221 

40.9 

.41 

Non- 

bullied 

160 

29.7 

159 

29.4 

319 

59.1 

.03 


P >.05 

The second question included in the questionnaire was related to the types of 
bullying behaviours exhibited by students toward teachers. The teachers' answers to 
this question are presented in Table 3. 


Table 3 

The Types of Bullying Behaviours toward Teachers 
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Bullied teachers 

Total 

Female 

Male 

Gender 


n=221 

n= 

=109 

n- 

r\i 

i—i 

comparisons 

Types of bullying 

f 

% 

f 

% 

f 

% 


Verbal bullying 

86 

38.9 

66 

76.7 

20 

23.3 

42.357** 

Ignoring existence of 
teacher 

73 

33 

43 

58.9 

30 

41.1 

4.005* 

Gossiping about teacher 

55 

24.9 

36 

65.5 

19 

34.5 

7.625* 

Physical bullying 

39 

17.6 

9 

23.1 

30 

76.9 

13.050** 

Harm to belongings, closet 
etc. 

24 

10.9 

10 

41.7 

14 

58.3 

.631 

Other 

17 

7.7 

7 

52.9 

10 

47.1 

.489 


*P < .05, **P <.01. 


Of the teachers that reported bullying, verbal bullying by students was the most 
frequently reported behavior (38.9%, f = 86). This was followed, in order of 
frequency, by: ignoring the existence of the teacher (33%, f =73); gossiping about the 
teacher with others (24.9%, f = 55); physical violence (17.6%, f = 39); and doing harm 
to the teacher's belongings, closets, clothes, etc. (10.9%, f = 24). The comparison of 
female and male teachers showed that there were significant differences in terms of 
some types of bullying such as verbal bullying, ignoring the existence of teacher, 
gossiping about teacher, and physical bullying. In addition, some teachers (7.7%, f = 
17) marked the 'other' alternative: five reported that their automobiles had been 
damaged, five reported having received written warnings or threats, two reported 
having been threatened with a weapon, two reported that the anger directed at 
him/ her had been exhibited by hitting or breaking school equipment, two reported 
having been frightened by students' cornering them, and one reported having come 
across all types of bullying specified in the choices. 


Table 4 

The Gender of the Bully Students 
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Bullied teachers 

Total 

n=221 

Female 

n=109 

Male 

n=112 

Gender 

comparisons 


f 

% 

f 

% 

f 

% 


A boy student 

10 

1 

45.7 

37 

36.6 

64 

63. 

4 

11.979** 

M ixed gender group 

89 

40.3 

49 

55.1 

40 

44. 

Q 

1.961 

A girl student 

43 

19.5 

30 

69.8 

13 

11. 

6 

8.929* 

Boys as a group 

14 

6.3 

4 

28.6 

10 

71. 

4 

2.575 

Girls as a group 

8 

3.6 

6 

75 

2 

25 

2.190 


*P < .05, **P <.01. 


The participating teachers were asked about the gender of the students and the 
results are displayed in Table 4. It was determined that these students were mostly 
boys (45.7, f = 101). It was followed by mixed gender students (40.3%, f = 89). Girl 
students rarely exhibited these behaviours alone (19.5%, f = 43). There are clear 
significant differences among female and male teachers in terms of the gender of the 
bully students. When the students exhibited bullying behavior as a group there were 
not significant differences among female and male teachers in terms of exposure to 
bullying. 


Table 5 

The Locations of Bullying Behaviours toward Teachers 


Bullied teachers 

Total 

n=221 

Female 

n=109 

Male 

n=112 

Gender 

comparisons 

Locations 

F 

% 

f 

% 

f 

% 


School corridors 

79 

35.7 

41 

51.9 

38 

48.1 

.327 

Classrooms 

74 

33.5 

49 

66.2 

25 

33.8 

12.705** 

School gardens 

73 

33 

35 

47.9 

38 

52.1 

.083 

At places outsidethe 
school 

71 

32.1 

46 

62.2 

28 

37.8 

7.339* 

On the routes to school and 
home 

45 

20.4 

29 

64.4 

16 

35.6 

5.170* 

School cafeteria/ canteen 

17 

7.7 

9 

52.9 

8 

47.1 

.097 

Other 

14 

6.4 

8 

57.1 

6 

42.9 

.366 


*P < .05, **P <.01. 


In the following question, the teachers were asked about the locations where the 
students exhibited bullying behaviours toward them and the answers are 
summarized in Table 5. As seen in the table, the rates of bullying behaviours toward 
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teachers were higher in school corridors (35.7%, f = 79), classrooms (33.5%, f = 74), 
school gardens (33%, f = 73), and places outside the school (32.1%, f = 71) when 
compared to other places. Additionally, several teachers marked the 'other' (6.4%, f = 
14) choice and they wrote that they had been exposed to bullying behaviours at 
restrooms (f =5), on the internet (f =6), and via mobile (f =3) phone. Also, there are 
significant differences among female and male teachers in terms of some locations 
such as classrooms, places outside the school and on the routes to school and home. 
There were not significant differences among female and male teachers in terms of 
other locations. 

When the teachers were asked if these behaviours were limited to a specific 
grade, 48% (f = 106) answered "yes" and 52% of them (f = 115) answered "no". Those 
answering "yes" were asked about the grades of the students exhibiting bullying 
behaviours toward them and the answers are summarized in Table 6. It was found 
that the students who exhibited bullying behaviours toward their teachers were 
mostly eighth graders (33.6%, f = 47). In the "other" choice, more than half of the 
participants (55.2%, f = 122) stated that these behaviours cannot be limited to a 
specific grade. 


Table 6 

The Grades of the Bully Students 


Grades (n =106) 

f 

% 

8 th grade 

47 

33.6 

7 th grade 

23 

16.4 

11 th grade 

23 

16.4 

9 th grade 

21 

15 

10 th grade 

13 

9.3 

6 th grade 

13 

9.3 


The participating teachers also addressed the question, "In your opinion, which 
teachers are exposed to these kinds of behaviours more frequently?" Approximately 

40% of the teachers (f = 88) thought that inexperienced teachers might encounter 
these kinds of behaviours more frequently, while 30% (f = 67) thought that almost 
every teacher might encounter such behaviours, and 20% (f =45) believed that even 
experienced teachers might encounter such behaviours when starting at a new 
school. The percentage of teachers who thought that teachers who enforced strict 
discipline policies usually encountered such behaviours was 8% (f = 18). When the 
answers provided by the teachers marking the 'other' choice (11.3%, f = 25) were 
examined, it appeared that five teachers thought that these behaviours were 
exhibited more frequently toward female teachers. Four teachers thought that these 
behaviours were exhibited more frequently toward debonair and soft-tempered 
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teachers, and three teachers thought that extremely serious teachers were exposed to 
these kinds of behaviours more frequently. Moreover, some participants also stated 
that those giving low marks, those who were close with students, and those who did 
not use strict disciplinary rules to control students were more likely to be exposed to 
bullying. 


Discussion and Conclusion 

This study is one of the first research efforts to draw attention to the existence of 
students' bullying toward teachers in Turkey. Within the limits of the present study, 
the findings indicated that the number of teachers who have been bullied by students 
is rather high. The participant teachers stated that verbal bullying occurred most 
frequently. This was followed by ignoring the existence of teachers, gossiping, 
physical violence, and harming the teacher's possessions. These results showed 
consistency with the studies conducted by Benefield (2004), De Wet (2010), De Wet 
and Jacobs (2006), Pervin and Turner (1998), and Yaman (2011). When the results 
were taken into consideration, it was thought that first and foremost teachers need 
support in terms of strategies to prevent and protect themselves from verbal 
bullying. 

Research on gender differences has uncovered consistent patterns that male 
students bully other students more frequently than the female students (Bosworth, 
Espelage & Simon, 1999; Kartal, 2008; Pisjcin, 2006; Yang, Kim, Kim, Shin & Yoon, 
2006). Parallel to these patterns, the participant teachers reported that they have been 
bullied mostly by male students, then mixed gender groups, and finally and rarely 
by female students. As consistent with this finding, James et al. (2008) reported that 
boys bullied teachers more frequently than girls did. Furthermore, the findings of the 
present study showed that there is no significant difference between male and female 
teachers in terms of exposure to bullying by students. However, the gender 
comparisons of teachers showed that male teachers are exposed to more physical 
bullying than female teachers and female teachers are exposed more verbal bullying, 
ignoring their existence, and gossiping than male teachers. Additionally, it was 
significant that male teachers are exposed more to bullying by boys and female 
teachers are exposed more to bullying by girls when the students exhibited bullying 
without the support of the other students. These two findings complement each 
other and are in line with the studies on peer bullying. For example; boys are found 
to be exposed to more physical bullying than girlsand girls are found to be exposed 
to more verbal and indirect bullying such as gossiping (Baldry & Farrington 1999; 
Kartal & Bilgin, 2008; Wolke, Woods & Stanford, 2001). Moreover, such a comparison 
could not be found among the previously conducted research related to students 
bullying toward teachers (Benefield, 2004; De Wet & Jacobs 2006; De Wet, 2010; 
James et. al., 2008; Pervin & Turner, 1998; Terry, 1998; Yaman, 2011). The results of 
the present study show that teachers are mostly exposed to bullying by students of 
their own gender, while research related to peer bullying suggests that bullying is 
mostly carried out by boys without the gender discrimination among victims. These 
findings are considered as evidence to an important distinction between students' 
bullying toward teachers and peer bullying. 
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School corridors rank first and classrooms rank second among the places where 
students exhibit bullying behaviours toward teachers. As a general practice in 
Turkish schools, every school administration assigns teachers for maintaining order 
at corridors and gardens during break times. In other words, the assigned teachers 
are the only adults at those places because other teachers usually spend their time in 
the teachers' room. Espelage, Bosworth, and Simon (2000) reported that bullying 
behaviours generally occurred in areas where sufficient adult supervision is lacking. 
Looking at the frequency of these two places, it can be stated that students do not 
avoid other students when exhibiting bullying behaviours, yet they prefer the places 
where teachers and other adults are few in number. As a matter of fact, the the 
frequency of teacher bullying is low in places where the possibility of existence of 
other adults (e.g., the school cafeteria/ canteen) is high. I n order of frequency, school 
gardens, places outside the school, and the routes to school and home are the other 
I ocati ons w here teachers are bu 11 i ed. 

I n relation to locations, the results revealed that some significant differences were 
found between male and female teachers. For example; female teachers exposed 
more bullying at classrooms, places outside the school and on the routes to 
school/ home than their male counterparts. In support of this finding, in Yaman and 
Ayar's research (2009) related to school security, it is stated that especially female 
teachers more frequently encounter misbehaviours from students at school entrances 
and exits. It is clear that the efforts to make schools safer are just not enough for the 
prevention of bullying. It should be accepted and enhanced through the whole 
community. 

In the studies of Bradshaw, Sawyer, and O'Brennan (2007), and Olweus (2003), it 

was reported that bullying increases in late elementary school, peaks during 
secondary school, and declines in high school. Although the research findings do not 
indicate an increase or decrease in the incidence of bullying according to grade, the 
teachers stated that the eighth graders exhibited bullying behaviours toward them 
most frequently. Eighth graders are 13-14 year-old students entering adolescence, 
therefore it was thought that they object to or rise agai nst teachers whom they regard 
as authority figures. As inconsistent with this finding, Chen and Astor (2009) and 
Yaman (2011) reported that bullying toward teachers exhibited mostly by tenth 
graders and it decreased as the grades of students increased. 

When the answers to questions about the characteristics of teachers exposed to 
bullying are examined, it is revealed that being inexperienced in the profession is a 
disadvantage. These findings are consistent with studies which indicate that 
inexperienced teachers are at a greater risk (Terry, 1998) and inexperienced teachers 
are subjected to a higher average incidence of students' bullying (Benefield, 2006) 
when they were compared to other teachers. Furthermore, Royer (2003) stated that 
young teachers graduate without the skills that are necessary to stop aggressive 
behavior and this situation leads to an increase in their stress levels at the beginning 
of their professional lives. Also, the substantial proportions of teachers stated that all 
teachers may encounter students' bullying, even if he/she is experienced. These 
findings point out the importance of bullying issues for teacher training programs. 
According to Royer (2003), there is a gap in the instruction on teacher training 
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programs between theory and practice concerning aggressiveness. Similarly, teachers 
participating in Yaman's (2011) study stated that one of the reasons for their 
exposure to bullying by their students is the content of the "classroom management" 
courses in pre-service teacher training which did not correspond to real school life. 

In conclusion, the findings presented in this study draw attention to the existence 
of students bullying toward teachers at elementary and high schools in Turkey and 
to the importance of teachers' and students' gender in terms of students bullying 
toward teachers. In this case, The Ministry of National Education and teacher 
training institutions, and those preparing and applying anti-bullying programs to be 
able to produce solutions and to put actions directed toward intervention and 
prevention into practice in-depth knowledge and multi-directional studies are 
needed. In the light of this discussion, thefollowing recommendations are presented: 

1. A section that includes strategies for teachers aimed to prevent students' 
bullying toward teachers should be added to anti-bullying programs. Besides, 
matters related to students' bullying toward teachers should be included in 
classroom management courses of teachers' pre-service and in-service training 
programs. 

2. School administrators and parents should be informed about students' bullying 

toward teachers in order to contribute to bullying prevention and protection efforts. 

3. Studies investigating the differences of bullied and non-bullied teachers, the 
characteristics of bully students, the variables such as school size, class size, and the 
effects of students' bullying toward teachers on school climate, and teacher 
performance should be conducted to contribute to the development of whole school 
anti-bullying programs and the solution of the problem. Even the investigations 
related to characteristics of teachers who have never been subjected to students 
bullying may lead to a better understanding of the problem. 
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Ogetmenlere Yonelik Zorbalik: TUrkiye'den Bir Ornek 

(Ozet) 

Problem Durumu 

Zorbalik farkli ara^irmacilar tarafindan deggk ifadelerle tammlanmig ancak genel 
olarak uzerinde fikir birligne varilmig bir kavramdir. Tanimlarin ortak ozelligne 
bakildignda, zorbalign, zorba bir kig ya da grubun kasitli ve tekrarli olarak 
kendisinden daha gugsuz olan kurbam inciten, uzen ve kurbanda stres yaratan 
davram^ari olarak ele alindig soylenebilir. Saldirganlik sinifi iginde yer alan ve 
guglerdeki dengesizlikle belirlenen zorbalik bireyin kupuk yaglarda ba^<alariyla oyun 
oynarken, ergenlikteokulda ya da akran grubu igerisindeveya yeti^cinlikte igyerinde 
kargla^bileceg bir davram^tir. Son yillarda ogenciler arasinda gozlenen zorbalik 
olaylarinda gozlenen artigdikkat gekicidir. Ancak zorbalik sadeceogenciler arasinda 
gozlenen bir durum degldir. Ogetmenlerin ogencilere yonelik sergiledig zorba 
davram^ari ele alan galignalarin yam sira okul yoneticileri veya meslekta^ari 
tarafindan ogetmenlere yonelik zorbalig ele alan ara^irmalara siklikla rastlamak 
mumkundur. Ancak ogencilerin ogetmenlere karg sergiledikleri zorba davram^ari 
ele alan galignalarin sayisi oldukga sinirlidir. Yeti^cin ve guglu olduklari ign 
ogetmenlerin ogenciler tarafindan zorba davram^ara maruz kalmayacagnm 
dugtinulmesi ya da gorevi sinifi yonetmek ve ogencilere liderlik etmek olan 
ogetmenin bu tur davram^ara maruz kalmasinin beklenen vearzu edilen bir durum 
olmamasi konunun bu agdan ele alinmasim simrlandirmigolabilir. Ogenci ogetmen 
arasindaki etkilegmin okulun iklimini etkiledig ve zorbalik kargti programlarin 
uygulanmasi agsindan son derece onemli oldugi bilinmektedir. Okulda zorbalig 
onlemek igin sadece ogenciler arasindaki zorbaliga bakmak ve alinacak onlemleri 
sadece ogetmen I erden beklemek yeterli ol mayacakti r. Butuncul bakildignda okulda 
bulunan turn taraflarin birbirlerine karg sergiledikleri zorba davram^arin 
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sorgulanmasi gerektig agktir. Bu nedenle ogetmenlere yonelik ogenci zorbalig ile 
ilgili daha detayli veri toplamanm ogetmenleri hedef alan zorbalig kar§ 
ogetmenlerin kullanabilecekleri etkili stratqiler geli£irilmesine, zorbalig onleme 
programlarinda ogetmene yonelik zorbalik konusunun yer almasi igin gerekli 
farkindalign artmasina ve Tiirkiye'deki okullarda zorbalig onleme pabalarina katki 
sacjayacag duginulmu^ur. 

A rafirmamn A maci 

Bu araifirmanin amaci Tiirkiye'de ogetmenlere yonelik ogenci zorbalignin varligm 
ve ozelliklerini ogetmen cinsiyetine gore belirleyebilmek ve zorbalig onlemeye 
yonelik programlari hazirlayanlar ile ogetmen egtimcilerinin dikkatini konuya 
gekmektir. 

Yontem 

Ara^tirmanm katilimcilarini Bursa ili Osmangazi ilgesinde yer alan ilkogetim 
okullarinin 6, 7 ve 8. simflari ile liselerde gorev yapan gonullu 540 ogetmen 
olu^turmaktadir. Ogetmenlere Osmangazi ilge Milli Egtim Mudurlugj ve Uludag 
Universitesi Egtim Fakultesi i^jirlig ile duzenlenen ogetmenlere yonelik hizmet igi 
egtim seminerleri ve konferanslar sirasinda ula§lmi£ir. Ogetmenlerin ogenciler 
tarafindan sergilenen ogetmene yonelik zorba davram^ar ile ilgili algilarini 
belirlemek uzere ara^irmaci tarafindan hazirlanan bir anket kullamlmijir. 
Hazirlanan anketin Kuder-Richardson-20 guvenirlik katsayisi.74 olarak 
belirlenmi^ir. Anketin ilk kisminda zorbalig ili^dn bir tamma ve orneklere yer 
verilmi^tir. Katilimcilar anketi yamtlamaya ba^amadan once bu bolum ara^irmaci 
tarafindan yuksek sesle okunmu^ur. Elde edilen veriler frekans, yuzde ve Ki kare 
testi kullamlarak analiz edilmi^ir 

Bulgular 

Ara^tirmaya katilan 540 ogetmenden 221 tanesi ogencileri tarafindan sergilenen 
zorbalig maruz kaldiklarini belirtmi^erdir. Zorbalig ugayan ve ugamayan 
ogetmenler arasinda cinsiyete gore anlamli bir fark bulunamami^tir. Zorbalig 
ugayan ogetmenler sirasiyla en gok sozel zorbalik, ogetmeni yok saymak ve 
ba^calari ile ogetmen hakkinda dedikodu yapmak gibi zorbalik turlerine maruz 
kaldiklarini belirtmi^erdir. Bunlari fiziksel gddet ve e§ya, dolap, giysi v.b zarar 
vermek izlemektedir. Ogetmenlerin cinsiyetlerine gore zorbalig maruz kalma turleri 
arasinda anlamli farkliliklar bulunmu^ur. Ogetmenlerin en gok erkek ogenciler 
tarafindan sergilenen zorba davram^ara maruz kaldig belirlenmi^ir. Kadin ve erkek 
ogetmenler arasinda zorba davram^ari sergileyen ogencilerin cinsiyetlerine gore 
anlamli fark oldugi tespit edilmi^tir. Ogetmenler sirasi ileengokokul koridorlarinda, 
siniflarda veokulun bahpesindezorba davram^arla kar§la£iklarini belirtmi^erdir. Bu 
yerleri zorbalig ugayan kadin ve erkek ogetmenler arasinda zorba davram^arla 
kariplajiklari yerler agsindan anlamli farklar bulunmu^tur. Ogetmenler en gok 
sekizinci smiftaki ogenciler tarafindan kendilerine yonelik zorba davram^arin 
sergilendigni belirtirken katilimcilarin yarisindan fazlasi bu davram^arin bir tek sinif 
ile sinirlandirilamayacagm belirtmi^tir. Ayrica katilimci ogetmenler deneyimsiz 
ogetmenlerin bu tur davram^ar iledahasik kar§lagbilecegni belirtmi^erdir. 
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SonugveOneriler 

Ara^hrmadan eldeedilen sonuglar ogetmene yonelik ogenci zorbalignin Turkiye'de 
ilkogetim ikinci kademe ve liselerde bir sorun olarak varligna ve ogetmenlerin ve 
ogencilerin cinsiyetlerinin ogetmenlere yonelik ogenci zorbalig agsindan onemine 
dikkat gekmektedir. Bu yuzden zorbalik karpti programlarda, ogetmenlerin hizmet 
oncesi ve hizmet ig egtim programlarinda ogetmene yonelik ogenci zorbalig konu 
olarak yer aldignda cinsiyet deg^eninin goz onunde bulundurulmasi gerekir. Milli 
Egtim Bakanlig'nin, ogetmen yetijiren kurumlarin ve zorbalik kargti programlari 
hazirlayan veuygulayanlarin ogetmene yonelik ogenci zorbaligm bir problem olarak 
elealmalari vegozum uretebilmeleri ign daha fazla bilgiyevegok yonlu galignalarin 
yapilmasina ihtiyag vardir. Ayrica, zorbalik kanpti programlarin igerisine 
ogetmenlerin kendilerine yonelik ogenci zorbaligm onlemelerine yardimci olacak 
stratejilerin yer aldig bir bolumun eklenmesinin ve ogetmene yonelik ogenci zorbalig 
konusuna hizmet oncesi ve hizmet igi ogetmen egtimi programlarinda yer 
verilmesinin sorunun gozumunekatki sacjayacag duginulmu^ur. 

Anahtar sozcukler: Zorbalik, ogenci, ogetmen, ogetmen egtimi, cinsiyet 



